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Focus: Managing Storm Water Runoff

Phase || EPA Storm Water Ag.Commissioner TalksOpen Space
and Storm Water Management

Rules Go Into Effect

Political leaders and public works em-
ployees from more than 50 Utah commu-
nities now have anew concern every time
it rains or snows and every time loca
residents wash their driveways or side-
walks: stormwater regulations.

In November, EPA began implement-
ing “phase 2" of the Clean Water Act
stormwater rules, rerequiring all small
communities in the nation’s “urbanized
areas’ to develop stormwater manage-
ment plans be early 2003.

In Utah, the new rules affect citiesand
counties in Cache, Weber, Davis, Salt
Lake and Utah counties (please refer to
the list to the right), which based on the
1990 census, EPA has declared urban.

Thenew rulesmean that rura towns
like Hyde Park and West Point must
now work to control runoff as vigor-
ously as Salt Lake City and Salt Lake
County. Though some cities will ab-
sorbthe program’ scost into their exist-
ing budgets, EPA estimatesit will cost
the average U.S. homeowner an addi-
tional $3 amonth

Phase 2 rules aso will affect all
construction sitesgreater than oneacre
insize. Phase1applied only tositesfive
acres or greater. The new stormwater
rules will reguire construction sites to
keep sediment and other wastes into
streets, stormwater systemsor streams.

In late October, engineers from

many cities affected by the

new rules met with Harry
Campbell, stormwater co-
ordinator for the Utah Divi-
sion of Water Qudlity, to
learn how the rules will &f-
fect their cities.

Basically, the cities will
have to demondtrate to the
state that they are taking
certain prescribed measures
to minimize the effects of
urban runoff.

“Urban areas have a
very largeimpact on water-
shed downstream,”
Campbell said.“ Anexample
right now is the East Can-
yon Creek area. That is a
vast developingarea.” East
Canyon Creek islisted asa
high priority on the state's
303 (d) list of impacted
waters.

Although Park City and
itssurrounding communities
arenot on the current list of
phase 2 cities, Campbell

believes that they will be
added after the 2000 Cen-

As stormwater runs down gutters it picks up any

grease, oil, antifreeze, salt or other pollutants that

may be on streets or parking lots. Many

See" Storm Water" on
page 2

communities throughout Utah are now mandated

to reduce this type of pollution.

Commissioner Peterson believes that asa community urbanizes, preserving some
pastures and grazing land will help in filtering stormwater runoff.

In his nearly seven years as Utah's
Commissioner of Agriculture and Food,
Cary Peterson has consistently pushed
for quality growth and protection of criti-
cal open space including prime agricul-
tural land. His words haven't always
been accepted whole-heartedly by city
planners wanting to grow and attract
more people. Now that more than 50
Utah communities must start controlling
stormwater runoff aspart of Clean Water
Act provisions, Peterson is promoting a
concept that may protect open space and
filter stormwater runoff.

Speaking recently to local planners at
a water conference sponsored by the
Utah Division of Water Quality and the
Utah League of Cities and Towns,
Peterson suggested that it may be pos-
sible pasturegrazing land filter out some
of the pollutants from stormwater run-
off.

“These natural grass lands with their
strong root systems can handle a lot of
water,” Peterson said. A state
stormwater expert agreesit may be pos-
sible to at least partially “clean”
stormwater.

“It could definitely work. It would
requirecareful planning, however,” Said
Harry Campbell, an environmental sci-
entist at the Utah Divison of Water
Quality. “You'd haveto be careful that
you had enough land to handlethe water
you were sending over it.

During his remarks, Peterson sug-
gested that a conservation easement
near Park City could possibly serveasa
wetlandfilter inthefuture. The Swanner
Pasture along 1-80 just east of Kimball

See" Commissioner” on page 2
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Quality Growth Commission Workswith
L ocal L eaderson Growth |ssues

In the mid-1990s, Utah Governor,
Michagl O. Leavitt, initiated and hosted
a television town mesting called the
Utah Growth Summit. The purpose of
the summit and a series of surveys and
research efforts leading up the meeting
wereto hel p Utahnsthink serioudy about
growinginathoughtful andlogical man-
ner.

Now, asthe decade and century come
to a close, the Governor has initiated
another effort. The Quality Growth Act
of 1999 and the Governor's Quality
Growth Commission arein placeto help
loca communities wrestle with impor-
tant issues related to ever-increasing
population.

Under Section 17 of the statute, the
COmMmMIssion iS suppose to report to the
Political Subdivisions Interim Commit-
tee of the Legidature by November 30,
1999 on several subjects specified inthe
Act. During its first six months, the
committee has been focused on gather-
ing information to formulate “quality
growth principles’ based on 16 factors
in the Act.

Ad Hoc committees were formed in
five topic areas that will cover the 16
factors. Thefive ad hoc committees are:
Critical Land Conservation
Intergovernmental Relations
Housing
Infrastructure
Free Market

Each of the committees have several
important questions facing the state and
many local committees.

Critical Land Conservation

Some of the questions facing this
committee include;

®  How to implement the policy of
no net decrease in the quantity or value
of privatereal property availableto gen-
erate property tax revenues, while rec-
ognizing that at times some additional
public land will be needed and at other
timespubliclandisnot critical and canbe
sold, exchanged, or converted to private
ownership to accommodate growth and
development.

®  Whether to preserve or restore
agricultural landand openlandand, if so,
how.

Intergovernmental Relations

Here are some of the issues facing
the Intergovernmental Relations com-
mittee include:

® How to implement the concept
of local control over land use and devel-
opment decisions but with state |eader-
ship and coordination.

® How to encourage voluntary
cooperation among local entities and

other providers of public services.

®  Whether development should be
encouraged within municipalities.

® Whether barriers to quality
growth exist within state statutes.

Housing

The Housing committee has the fol-
lowing charges to deal with:

® Whether to provide affordable
housing for al economic segmentsof the
state and, if so, how.

®  Whether to encourage a mix of
residential densities and housing types
and, if so, how.

®  Whether to encourage the pres-
ervationor enhancement of existing hous-
ing stock and, if so, how.

Infrastructure

The Infrastructure committee deals
with thefollowing:

®  Whether to encourage infill de-
velopment and the development of
Brownfield sites and, if so, how.

®  Whether to encourage devel op-
ment in urban areas where adequate
publicfacilitiesand servicesalready exist
and, if so, how.

® Whether quality growth areas
should be located exclusively or prima-
rily withinmunicipaities.

Free Market

® How to ensurethat the rights of
private property owners are protected.

®  How to implement a balance of
free market and public sector planning
solution to growth management prob-
lems.

® How to encourage voluntary
partnerships with the private sector.

® What governmental actions af-
fect the free market system and the
measures that should be taken to mini-
mize that effect.

In an effort to answer these ques-
tions, committee members have been
traveling throughout Utah to local com-
munities to take part in town meetings.

Some of the results of their findings
should beincluded in the Novemeber 30
report and will be included in a future
issue of this publication.

" Storm Water™
continued from pagel

Sus.

Stormwater rules are nothing new to
Utah's larger local governments. Salt
Lake City and Salt Lake County have
been controlling stormwater runoff un-
der phase 1 rules since 1995.

Salt Lake County thisyear will spend
$377,000 on its stormwater manage-
ment program, which consists of public
education, street cleaning, reducing the
county’s use of fertilizers, herbicides
and pesticides, and enforcing regula-
tionsthat prohibit dischargesof dirt, litter
and other pollutants onto streets.

Stormwater management plans also
must require new developments to be
constructed in away that will minimize
runoff and its impacts.

While many phase 2 cities have not
yet started their programs, others seem
to be way ahead of the game.

Murray City, for example, has been
active in controlling stormwater runoff.
It has won two national awards for its
golf course, which includes a human-
mad wetlands area that receives runoff
from four miles of Interstate 215 aswell
as severd irrigation canals. The wet-
lands purge the runoff of contaminants.
The city then pumps water from the
wetlands onto the golf course, saving
about $150,000inwater bills, said Doug
Hill, public worksdirector.

Hill said that stormwater pollution
control isvital to protecting thewetlands
along the Jordan River Parkway, which
local governments are cleaning up and
developing to improve quality of life.

Even with the new phase 2 require-
ments, state officials are not expecting
urban water to improve.. The reason is
rapid popul ation growth.

“With continued growth, our goal is
not to degrade stormwater runoff any
further,” said Campbell. “Maintaining
the status quo is what we're looking
for.”

" Commissioner”
continued frompagel

Junction is below all the developments
leading into Park City’ sdowntown area.
Peterson suggested that the dry pasture
land and some constructed wetlands
could “take up” alot of the impurities
from the water in the storm system of
suburban Park City.

Peterson said that such a move to
protect pasture would be relatively easy
and inexpensive before an area started
growing too rapidly. By the time Park
City started buying up farm ground as
open space, it was an expensive under-
taking.

Asidefrom stormwater management,
Peterson said that general watershed
protection isusually abenefit of putting
open land into a conservation easement.

The Osgathorpe dairy along State
Road 224 between [-80 and downtown
Park City is agood example, according
to Peterson, of acity buying property to
preserve open space values and protect
a watershed. The dairy runs from the
stream, next the road up to the hillside.
While this would be prime development
ground. All the urban runoff from the
neighborhood would go directly into the
stream. The water in that stream even-
tually makes its way to East Canyon
Creek, which Feeds East Canyon Res-
ervoir.

“East Canyon Creek continues to be
polluted even though agriculture up
stream is al but gone. It’s runoff from
theneighborhoodsand return flowsfrom
thewastewater treatment plant that keep
East Canyon Creek a high priority for
improvement,” Peterson said.
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2000 Utah Non Point Source Water Quality Conference

L ogan, Utah—EcclesConference Center, Utah State Univer sity
July 18-20, 2000

Non point sour cepollution affectsevery portion of awater shed, from thefar mer’ sfieldstosubur ban streets. Changing population basesand evolvingwater quality rulesand

regulationsar eimpactingthewaysrural communities, lar ger cities, countiesand thestatetacklenon point sour cewater quality problems.

Thefirst Utah Non Point Sour cePollution Water Quality Confer enceof thenew millenniumwill focuson“ Water Quality fromtheCitytotheFarm.” Thethree-day conference
will consist of onedaylongtour of water quality pointsof inter estintheCacheValley and two daysof confer encesessions. Themeetingdaysar escheduled tofocuson topics
including concentr ated animal feeding oper ations, includingalook at best management practicesand management str ategiesoffer ed by feder al and stateagencies; stormwater
management, specifically focussingontheClean Water Act Phasel requirementsand implementation; and septictank usein achanginglandscape.

Each meetingday will includeconcurrent session presentations. TheUtah NPST ask For ceconfer enceplanningcommitteeiscur rently acceptingabstr actsfor concur rent

session presentations

Presentationswill be30minuteslong, includingtimefor questionsand answer s. Pr esentationsmay beabout any non point sour cepollution-r elated issue. However , particular
consider ation will begiventothosetopicsthat closely r elatetothegener al session topicsof animal manuremanagement, septictank use, and stor m water management.

Abstractsshould beonepageif possible. Pleaseusethefollowingfor mattingguidelines:

Typeshould be12pt Timesor TimesNew Roman.

Single-spaced typebetween linesof thesamepar agr aph. Doublespacebetween par agr aphs.

Presentationtitleshould bein Bold and Centered on thepage.

Thename(s) of themain presenter sshould appear at thetop of thepagebel owthetitlebut abovethebody of text.

Deadlinefor submission: February 15, 2000

SubmitTo:
Jack Wilbur
Utah Department of Agricultureand Food
P.O. Box 146500
Salt L akeCity, Utah 84114-6500

2000 NPS Conference Returnsto Original Format

Topicsto Include Animal Feeding Operation and Storm Water Requirements

The 2000 Utah Non Point Source
Water Quality Conferencewill mark the
return of the event to the Utah State
University campus and a return to the
more traditional conference format.

The past two years the conference
has changed its format a bit to
accomodate some specia opportunities.

In 1998 in Richfield, the conference
consisted of two days of tours and one
day of meetings. The 1999 event held in
Ogden, had three days of tours and
training opportunitiesand noreal confer-
ence sessions. For 2000, the origina
format of two days of conference meet-
ings and one tour day has returned.

The theme for this year is "Water
quality from the city to the farm.” Spe-
cific topics of general sessonswill cen-
ter around concentrated animal feeding
operations, septic tanks, and stormwater

regulations.

The two days of conference meet-
ingswill consist of both general sessions
and concurrent paper presentations.
Above is a copy of the ca for papers
being mailed out in early January.

Phase Il of the Clean Water Act
stormwater regulations went into effect
in November, affecting an additional 50
or more communitiesin Utah. The addi-
tional burdenuponthesecitiesandtowns
to control urban runoff. Most communi-
ties will use of combination of public
education to reduce pollution and struc-
tural methodsto control and reduce pol-
[ution.

As Utah becomes more urbanized,
septic tank use is becoming a big issue.
Wasatch County hasbeenwrestlingwith
septic tank density for some years now.
Other cities and counties will soon have

a smilar dilema.Some of the questions
facing these communitiesrelated to sep-
tic tank use include acceptable lot size
and housing and septic tank density.

Finally, themoreagricultural issue of
animal feeding operations and manure
management is no less important to the
water quaity of the state.

InMarch 1998 the U.S. Environmen-
tal Protection Agency and the U.S.
Department of Agriculture jointly re-
leased a strategy related to concen-
trated animal feeding operations and
manure management. This strategy is
part of the mandated within the Clean
Water Act to keep pollution out of navi-
gable waters of the U.S.

While the strategy is a good idea by
most accounts, it has caused some con-
fusion and even panic among livestock
operations and dairies in Utah and

throughout the country.

Conference seesions surrounding this
issue will hopefully answer many of the
confusing questions. Speakers are ex-
pected to address the inventory process,
inspection schedul e, permit process, how
to write a comprehensive nutrient man-
agement plan and possible best manage-
ment practices for dealing with pollut-
ants.

In the months to come, this publica-
tion will advertise the agenda and regis-
tration materials. A mailer with those
materialswill ' sobeinthemail by spring
2000.

UtahWater shed Review



4

Utah Watershed Review

Provo River Resotor ation M oves Ahead

The backhoes have been working overtime this fall starting to reestablish meandersin the Provo River. The project area runsfrom
just below the Jordanelle Damto Deer Creek Reservoir about 12 miles away.When the work is completely the river is expected to
once again be a blue ribbon trout fishery. Other wildlife values should improve as well.

After years of dredging and
channelizing as flood control measures,
al2-milestretch of the Provo River near
Heber City will berestoredintoaslower,
meandering river, much like it was in
past eras.

Thegoal isto haveablueribbontrout
fishery when the work is complete in
five years. The $30 million project is
payback for the environmental impacts
created elsewhere around the state by
the $2 billion Central Utah Project.

Theriver was dredged and channeled
in less environmentally conscious times
by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation as
part of apost-WorldWar Il programfor
flood control. Now flood control is
handled upstream by Jordanelle Reser-
VOiIr.

Local landownershavevaryingviews
about the project. However, most are
not thrilled by the idea.

TheUtah Reclamation Mitigationand
Conservation Commission, a presiden-
tially appointed body supervising the
work, isbuying or condemning hundreds
of riverside acres for the effort. It for-
mally began rerouting theriver thisyear
withal1.45 milepilot project at thenorth
end of the valley, just below Jordanelle
Reservoir.

Local farmer Bill McNaughtan, sold
part of his family’s river-bottom prop-
erty to thecommission after deciding the
effort would proceed with or without
him. However, his cooperation doesn’t
mean he supports the project.
M cNaughtan sayshebelievestheproject

is a waste of money.

The product of a 1992 compromise
between water developers and conser-
vationists, the commission carries the
mandate of some $200 million worth of
environmental restoration within the
CUP sboundaries. Other work includes
resurrecting Great Salt Lake wetlands
and renovating the banks of the Jordan
River.

One of the last of the federal
government’ s massive water projectsin
the West, the CUP s main purpose isto
tap water sources in the Uinta Moun-
tains and on the eastern dope of the
Wasatch Mountains and carry it via
tunnels and pipelines to the urban
Wasatch Front.

Among scores of parcelstargeted for
takeover for the Provo River restoration
was a 54-acre hay field McNaughtan's
father deeded to him. The fourth gen-
eration Wasatch County farmer chose
tosdll, rather thanfightingalosing battle.

Andthecommission hasbeenwilling
to pay top dollar for the land—between
$18,000and $30,000 per acre, according
Michagal C. Weland, executive director
of the commission. Weland says about
one-third of the land needed for the
project has aready been acquired and
owners of another one-third arein nego-
tiations.

Ray Hult sold 40 acresafter receiving
assurances that the river would not be
turned into a high traffic parkway with
lots of visitors from Wasatch Front cit-
ies. Hult fears that overcrowding of

access areas will result in people tres-
passing on neighboring farmland.

MikeKohler, aWasatch County com-
missioner, also agreed to terms on 50 of
his family’s acres. Kohler believes the
project is flawed because it is focussed
on fly-fishing enthusiasts.

Trout fishing enthusiasts applaud the
project. When finished, the river will
have an additional two milesof lengthin
themain channel and 10 additional miles
of side channels. Fly fishing instructors
andfishingtackleshop ownersarehappy
with the potentia outcome. However,
fishingmay initialy behurt by theamount
of siltthereconstructionwill causeinthe
river channel. Fishing tourism experts
also note that the long term benefits of
the project will include increased tour-
ism dollarsin Wasatch County.

Even though increased tourism and
more people moving permanently into
the valley will require more local ser-
vices and tax costs, the environmental
projectsin the area over the past fifteen
years are providing big benefits to the
residents of Wasatch County aswell as
the Wasatch Front, whichiswheremuch
of the Provo River water ends up.

Some of the recent water projects in
the Heber Valey include a Rura Clean
Water Project, funded by USDA in the
late 1970sand early 1980s, construction
of Jordanelle Reservair, early to mid
1990s, and now the Provo River recon-
struction.

Bateman Appliesfor
Wastewater Permit for
New Dairy Site

Bateman Dairy hasapplied for astate
water discharge permit to dispose of the
waste from its proposed dairy operation
in Juab County.

The public comment period ended
early in December. If no major objec-
tions are raised the permit should be
issuedfairly quickly.

After more than 100 years on the
hillside above the Jordan River in West
Jordan, Dde and Dean Bateman are
moving thefamily dairy farm from West
Jordanto Juab County. Thefamily plans
toexpanditsoperationto allow their 800
cows to feed on 1,000 acres.

Manure from the dairy operation is
proposed to be flushed from the barns
using borrowed irrigation water. The
slurry would be separated and stored in
awasteretention pond. Thewastewould
be converted to fertilizer to be used on
their farms.

At the 800 dairy cow level, the opera-
tion will also be required to have a
comprehensive nutrient management
plan in place, as required by EPA and
USDA'’ sanimal feeding operation strat-
egy as part of the Clean Water Act.

Autumn 1999
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Tooeleand Vernon Wrestle New L egacy Highway
Over Water in West Desert Route Propsal may Fly

The small Tooele County town of
Vernon reportedly has some of the best
water inthe state, lying in adeep aquifer
below the desert floor.

But Vernon's 400 residents fear that
water isin jeopardy.

Thirty-six miles to the north, thirsty
Tooele City is desperate to find waysto
provideitspopul ation—now at 21,000—
with enough water to accommodate fu-
ture growth.

Toodl€' s problem is one of its own
making and similar to what has hap-
penedinthe Snydervillebasin of Summit
County. For years, city fathersapproved
subdivision construction without having
enough water to supply the needs of the
new residents. In 1998, the city council
finally votedto requiredevel opersof any
new subdivisions to come up with their
own water rights.

Despitethat action, the city still must
find water for up to 5,000 new homes
expected to come on line during the next
15 years.

“All we accomplished [by the council
action last year] is: we froze the prob-
lem,” said Councilman Earl Cole.

And it isno secret that the city hasan
eye on some of the underground water
that suppliessparsely popul ated Vernon.

Earlier thisdecade, Tooelejumped at
the chanceto pick up for lessthan half a
million dollarsaforeclosed Vernon sod
farm that not only represented a lot of
land, but came packaged with aseries of
scarce water rights as well.

“Surewewanted only thewater rights.
Tooele City certainly isnot in the farm-
ing business, said TooeleMayor Charlie
Johnson

When the city tested the wells on its
new property, some Vernon residents
say that pressure in their private wells
dropped and, for the first time, they
started having water supply problems.
Eventualy, after the testing stopped,
Vernon wells stabilized.

There was not enough water granted
to the sod farm property to make it
practical for Tooele City to build a 36-
mile long pipeline to carry the water
north. So Tooele hasleased thefarm and
theland continuesto grow grass. But the
water is still available to the city for
future use.

Then, early this past summer, a 494-
acre ranch next to the sod farm and just
north of Vernon's city limit became
available, complete with more water
rights. The price tag for the property
was$1.2million.

The combined water rights from the
two properties could have made the
pipdineideafeasible.

But in late September Tooele's City

Council voted 5-0 not to buy the ranch.

Vernon residents consider the move
a temporary reprieve. Vernon Mayor
Bill Lee Johnson said that heis sure that
Tooele City will be back.

Johnson may be right. As water his-
tory inthe West has shown, when atown
growslargeenoughandisthirsty enough,
no price is too great and no plan too
elaborate when the reward is water.
Just look at Las Vegas as an example.

A new routefor the Legacy Highway
has been proposed that may end along
struggle over where and if the road
through Davis County would be built.

“If the local governments can't get
exactly what they want, we can at least
get aroad out of thisthing, HouseMgjor-
ity Leader Kevin Garn, R-Layton, re-
cently told the Ogden Standard-Exam-
iner newspaper.

The new route, caled option D, isa
compromise between two others: the
locally preferred route, whichwould skirt
the eastern border of the Great Salt
Lake, and the one the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineersprefers, whichwould avoid
wetlands near the lake.

For weeks before the October an-
nouncement of the compromise plan,
state lawmakers had quietly discussed
the new option, which runs through 13
miles of mixed residential, agricultural
andindustria land in northern Salt Lake
County and southern Davis County.

Garn has spoken with local govern-
ments, environmental groups, the Corps
and others to find a way to get the
Legacy Highway built as a north-south
aternative to 1-15.

The route would destroy about 156
acres of wetlands while avoiding com-
munities. Officials have offered to form
awetland preserve west of the road to
offset the damage the highway would
cause.

The Corpsis legally obligated, how-
ever, to select the least destructive
route—its first choice would destroy
111 acres of wetlands.

The new route would destroy on six
more acres of wetlands than the Corps
choice, but would disrupt communities
less.

Sofar, theUtah Department of Trans-
portation (UDOT) has not added the
alignment toitsplansor theenvironmen-
tal study itiswriting.

To thispoint UDOT's only involve-
ment has been to provide Garn with
maps and analysis he requested.

There are those in the environmental
community who believe that this pro-
posal could be the solution.

“I can't say we're on board with
anything that’ sofficial yet, but thereisa
basis here for away to solve the route-
alignment issue,” said Cullen Battle, an
attorney representing the Farmington
Bay Advocates.

Battle said his group—a coalition of
property ownersand duck huntersaong
the Great Salt Lake—might sign off on
certain adjustments to the Corps route,
aslong astheroute avoidsthe Gresat Salt
Lake flood plain. He said that he be-
lievesthat option D meetsthose criteria

Other environmental groups continue

to oppose the entire Legacy Highway
premise. Suchgroupsmaintainthat Utah
cannot build its way out of traffic con-
gestion, and that a long-term solution
must involve wiser land-use patterns
and publictransit.

Sierra Club representative Marc
Heileson added that the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency hasbeen clear
that it will not be satisfied until that state
analyzes options that forgo building a
road across wetlands at all.

“I just don't see EPA biting on this,”
Heileson said.

The EPA has veto power over any
permit the Corps issues to disturb the
wetlands.

Another problem with the new pro-
posal could comein the form of opposi-
tion from Centerville City leaders. City
officials want the road to run west of a
power substation and right through 15
acres of wetlands. Option D would run
east of the substation, which would take
out lands zoned for a future industrial
park.

UtahWater shed Review
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Decker Lake Pollution
Exceeds Standards

A recent water quality study has con-
cluded that Decker Lakeisso polluted it
isn't safe for contact recreation such as
swimming.

“Youprobably won'tdie,” said Terry
Way, awater quality program manager
for Salt Lake County. However, there's
an indication of the presence of patho-
gensthat could beharmful to humans, he
added.

Although nobody swims in Decker
Lake, people useit for kayaking, wding
andfishing. Thewater quality ispoor for
those uses as well, officials say.

Thelake, located just east of 1-215 at
about 2700 South, isthefocusof ayear-
long restoration effort that has caught
theattention of Olympic organizers. Salt
Lake County, which owns the lake, and
West Valley City, which has a business
park surrounding it, are working on the
cleanup. But progressis slow.

There were mixed reactions to the
findings of the two-year water quality
study conducted by EWP Engineering
Inc. of Salt Lake City.

“Everybody is a little surprised that
thewater quality issopoor,” said Russall
Willardson, West Valley City public
works director.

The study showed that the bacteria
level in Decker Lake is three times
higher than the state standard for lakes
in which boating is allowed. The phos-
phorus level, an indicator of the pres-
ence of fertilizers, is seven times higher
than the standard.

Way wasn't too surprised at that.
“We knew the bacteria would be high,”
he said. That's partly because Decker
Lake is a 30-acre flood basin fed by a
system of canals and storm drains.

Those pollutants are linked to urban
runoff. That's water running off dirty
streetsintostormdrains, pickinguptrash
and pollution on the way.

Some residents, however, are bla
tantly dumping trash in the lake, the
study found.

“Theillicitandillegal dumpingismost
alarming,” West Valey City Engineer
Trace Robinson recently told his city
council.

Beyond purposeful dumping, many
people are unknowingly contributing to
thepollution problem. Peoplewho change
their oil are dumping it into the storm
drains, which empty into thelake. Addi-
tionaly, oil from leaky cars parked in
driveways, along the streets, or in park-
ing lots also contribute to the problem.
Karen Nichols, the Decker Lake project
engineer for EWP Engineering, said that
the pollution in the lake could decrease
dramatically withimproved habitsby the
citizens of the area.

Nichol’s water-quality study is the
latestina$1.6 million restoration effort.
Five years ago, county crews dredged
the lake to deepen the water and build
and stabilize the banks.

West Valley officials are faced with
afederal mandate that requires them to
control runoff much like Salt Lake City
and Salt Lake County have done.

West Vdlley City isone of more than
50 Utah communities that must comply
with the newly-implemented Phase Il
storm water requirements under the
Clean Water Act.

The act essentially forces cities to
devel op astorm water management pro-
gram.

Orem Promotes Storm Water M anagement
Program Through Poster Contest

If youwouldn’tdrinkit,

That’ sthethemeof aposter contest
sponsored by Orem’ sstorm-water util-
ity department and several businesses
for local elementary and secondary
school students.

Oremwill reproducewinning post-
ersanddisplay themaroundtowninan
attempttoeducateres dentsabout storm
water quality, officidssaid.

Productsthat could damageground
water shouldnever bedumpedontothe
groundor intostormdrains. Any haz-
ardous household waste product or
automotivewasteproduct areamong
theitemsthat should not bedisposed of
by flushing.

Most Wasatch Front communities

getthar culinary water frombothground
water wellsandtreated surfacewater.
Thereisapotential for contaminationif
residents aren’t careful about where
they dump household cleaners, pesti-
cidesor usedoil.

ThispublicoutreachinOremisjust
oneexampleof thevariouseffortsbeing
made by municipalities throughout
northernUtah..

Work on Hopkin Ranch Project
Moving Ahead on Schedule

Suart Hopkin's cattle are settling into their new winter home about a mile upland of
the former winter feeding area right on the banks of the Bear River. Mild autumn
weather has helped Hokin stayon schedule with the project.

The Stuart Hopkin concentrated ani-
mal feeding operation relocation project
in Rich County is moving along on
shcedule thanksin part to hard work by
the Hopkin family and partly because of
the unseasonably warm autumn weather
that persisted until theend of November.

"l can't remember the last timeit was
thiswarmthislateintheseason,” Hopkin
commented. But moreimportantly tothe
work he has been doing, the weather has
alsoo been remarkably dry.

While their are a few fences and
gates that are temporarily in place and
will need to be permanently finished next
spring. theanimal corals, wateringtrough
and scale are all in place.

Earlier in the year, the manure was

removed from the old cora site near the
river. Thousands of cubic yards of ma-
nure was scraped from the ground and
lifted by front end loaders into dump
trucks.

After the manure was removed,
Hopkin turned his attention back to the
new corals. Next spring work will con-
tinue on theriver restoration site. Even-
tually, awetland will be restored to the
low lying are near the river.

Other restoration activities including
bank stabilizationwill alsobegininspring
and summer 2000.

Fences, a scale, watering trough and a feeding manger have all been erected this fall
so that the cattle wouldn't spend another winter next to the river. If the cattle had
spent this winter in the old location, it would put the restoration efforts back a year.
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Congressional Hearing
Questions EPA's TMDL Policies

Membersof aHousesubcommittee
chargedat an Oct. 28 hearing that the
Environmental Protection Agency ex-
ceededitsauthority inproposingaplan
they said could subject farming and
forestry activitiesto Clean Water Act
permittingrequirements.

In a heated exchange, Rep. Bob
Goodlatte (R-Va.) questioned how
EPA couldjustify the proposal to re-
vamp the total maximum daily loads
(TMDL) programwithouut legidative
authority. GoodlattechairstheHouse
Agriculture Subcommittee on Over-
sight, Nutrition, and Forestry. Chuck
Fox, EPA assistant administrator for
water, saidagency officia sbelievethat
Section303(d) of theClean Water Act
providessufficient authority for their
proposal.

The discussion focused on the
Aug.23 TMDL proposal which one
agricultureindustry representativede-
scribedto asthemost significant clean
water actionaffectingagriculturesince
thewater law wassignedin 1972.

TheTMDL programrequiresstates
toidentify watersfor which existinng
controlsareinsufficient to bring then
intoattainment withwater quality stan-
dards StatesthenmustdevelopaTMDL
planthat essentidly al ocatestheamount
of pollutant the water body can take
fromthosewhodischargeintoit.

The Aug. 23 proposal would set
new schedulesfor completing TMDLS,
alow statestoprioritizewatersneeding
attention, and expand the permitting
programtoincludemoreactivitiesinthe
TMDL scope.

NPDES Permits

Agricultureandforestry interestsare
concerned about thereach of thepro-
posed program and fear that farmers
andtreeharvesting operationsmay ul-
timately berequiredto get aNational
Pollutant DischargeElimination System
permit.

“That will only happenif certaincri-
teriaare met,” Fox insisted. In cases
wheresdlviculture, for example, isiden-
tified asthesourcefor awater quality
problem, the state should step in and
developaplantoresolvetheproblem,
hesaid.

“If thedtatefail stodosomethingand
slvicultureisthecauseof theproblem,
EPA hasthe authority to step in and
issueabest management practiceplan
for that operation,” Fox said.

That EPA believesit hastheauthor-

ity totakeregulatory actionafter astate
hasfailedtodosois”thekicker” that
hasagricultureinterestsconcerned, ac-
cordingtooneagricultural industry of -
ficd.

Fertilizer Controls?

JohnBarrett, aTexascottonfarmer
who was amember of afederal advi-
sory committeeworkingwith EPA to
devel optherecommendationsusedin
the proposal, told the subcommittee
that under theproposedrul e, theagency
could concelvably regulatetheamount
of fertilizer gppliedtofields. Hecitedan
exampleinthesouthern part of Texas
wherethestateisworkingonaTMDL.

“The TMDL inthat areaserioudy
contempl atesfertilizer usereductions,”
Barrett said, adding that stateregula-
tors were currently in the process of
tryingtoquantify thepotentia environ-
mental benefitsof suchanaction. Fox
sadthepotentid restrictiononfertilizer
wastakingplacesoldly atthediscretion
of the state-and not because EPA re-
quiredit.

Although heserved ontheadvisory
panel ontheproposal, Barrett opposed
thefina product. At several pointinhis
testimony, hecalledtheagency actions
andtheproposa “ unlawful.”

Barettdsosadtheagencyis” dearly
requiringstatestoallocateanassimila-
tive capacity of thewater body for, in
this case, nitrate.” The problem is,
Barrett said, if the technol ogy-based
method does not achieve the desired
water quaity god, EPA canstepinand
requirefurther reductionsfromsources
of nitrate.

“Duringthisfurther reductionsphase
iswhenweanticipatefertilizer usewill
havetobereduced,” Barrett said.

Rep. CharlesStenholm (D-Texas),
theranking member of theful| commit-
tee, said under the EPA proposal, the
agency is”passingthebuck tothestates
tomaketheharddecisions.”

Forestry

Rep Virgil Goode (D-Va.) ques-
tioned whether a landowner near a
water body listed as impaired would
havetoget apermit from EPA to“cut
downafewtrees.”

Fox saidtheproposal doesnot envi-
sion such a requirement. Rather, he
said, theproposal seekstobeaframe-
work statesand|ocal governmentscan

usetodecidethemeasuresthey wantto
taketo bring their watersup to water
quality standards.

However, Robert Olszewski, direc-
tor of environmental affairs for The
Timber Company, in Atlanta, said an
EPA permittingrequirementforsuchan
activity isnot sofar-fetched.

Hesaidthat whileprovisionsinthe
Clean Water A ct addressing nonpoint
sources apply to forestry, under the
TMDL proposa, silviculturecouldbe
designated a point source subject to
NPDES requirements. “EPA cande-
velop a general permit to require a
landowner to apply for an NPDES
permit,” Olszewski said. “That could
openthedoor for thepermitteehaving
togetanindividua permitfor harvesting
activities”” Hesaidthistypeof scenario
was never discussed by the advisory
committeeand makeslittlesense.

Fox saidthat scenariocouldonly be
trueif theslviculture operation were
identified as the source of the water
quality impairment. The other factors
that would haveto apply are that the
statehad not yet completed or started
aTMDL for theaffected water body,
andtheoperationwouldasohavetobe
identified asasignificant contributor,
Fox urged. “Then EPA wouldstepin
andestablishthat apermitisrequired.

Goodlattesaididentifyingasource
asadggnificant contributor is“ subjectto
agreat ded of interpretationandabuse.”

He said the proposal threatens to
openthedoor totarget morethanwhat
EPA calls” bad actors.”

He also chastised Fox for not re-
questingthat Congressenact authoriz-
ingfortheTMDL proposal.

Fox responded that Congress has
“ampleauthority” under theCongres-
siona Review Acttoconsider theEPA
proposal and raise any objections.
“That’s not how democracy is sup-
posedtowork,” Goodlatte shot back.
“It’ snot up to theregulatory body to
takeactionandthensit back and seeif
itgetspast Congress.”

Dry Spell Ending?

After one of the drier autumns on
record, thestarted openingupjustabit
inlateNovember andearly December.
A lateNovember rainstorminthe Salt
LakeValley overworkedstormdrains
pluggedwithfallenleavesandflooded
streets. Then two quick snow events
thefirstweek of December added more
needed moisturetonorthern Utahval-
leysand surroundingmountains.

Earlier inthefall a38 day dry spell
wasbrokenby alightrainstorm. How-
ever, thesuddenly wet weather pattern
may not be cause for celebration, ac-
cordingtoforcastersandtheNational
Weather Service. Predictionsarefora
drier-thannormal winter.

Whilereservoirlevel shavenot beed
aprobleminmuch of Utah duringthe
past severd years, that couldal startto
changewithavery dry winter.

Farmers and ranchers, ski resort
owners and managers, and al other
bus nessesthat benefitfromwinter tour-
ismwill al beunited inawishfroma
very whiteChristmas.

The jordan River outside the Utah
Department of Agriculture and Food is
surrounded bya blanket of white after a
long, dry autumn. By the second week of
December Southern Utah was expecting
substantial mountain snow as well.
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New CAFO Brochure Available

TheUtah Concentrated Animal Feed-
ing Operation committee has developed
abrochure to introduce the nationa and
Utah dtrategies on animal feeding op-
erationsto Utah's farmers and ranchers.

The brochure includes a basic intro-
duction to the strategy, the strategy's
definitions of animal feeding operations

(AFOs) and concentrated animal feed-
ing operations (CAFOs), and a sdf-
checklist to help farmers and ranchers
determine if they will be affected by
regulations.

The color brochure is short, to the
point and easy to read. So far, copies
have been distributed to the Utah Farm

Bureau Federation, theUtah Cattlemen's
Association and the Utah Association of
Conservation Didtricts.

Copies are also available from Jack
Wilbur at the Utah Department of Agri-
culture and Food. 350 North Redwood
Road, Salt Lake City, Utah. Or call Jack
@ 801 538-7098.

Along with Wilbur, the committee
that worked ontheprojectincluded Rich
Koenig, Utah State University Exten-
sion, Roy Gunnell, Utah Department of
Environmental Quality, Kerry Goodrich,
Natural Resources Conservation Ser-
vice, Sherri Einfeldt, Utah Association
of Conservation Districts, and Wilbur.

Autumn 1999



Autumn1999

UtahWater shed Review



